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Jntroduction_ 


INTRODUCTION 


I  Interpretation  of  the  dynamics  of  a 
rity's  population  and  housing 
supply  is  a  prerequisite  to 
understanding  the  growth  patterns 
land  potentials  of  that  area. 
'Planning  and  policy  decisions 
require  a  knowledge  of  current 
population  and  housing  conditions 
|5o  that  action,  aimed  at 
maintenance,  alteration,  or 
reversal,  can  be  initiated.  To 
support  the  decisions  affecting  the 
cype,  size,  and  location  of  new 
construction,  it  is  necessary  to 
:?onsider  the  current  and 
anticipated  size,  composition,  and 
spatial  distribution  of  a  city's 
population.  In  addition,  these 
lata  can  be  used  to  develop 
policies  and  administer  programs 
that  treat  the  special  needs  of 
jarticular  income  or  age  groups  of 
che  population. 

Purpose  and   Scope 

The  purpose  of  this  report  is  to 
utline  the  general 
pharacteristics,  trends,  and  extent 
f  demographic  change  occurring  in 
^Gainesville.  The  study  examines 
■population  and  housing  trends  at 
:he  planning  district  level  and 
compares  city-wide  data  to  county, 
:;tate,  and  national  data.  In 
iddition,  the  report  includes  a  set 
Df  population  forecasts  which 
reflect  possible  "futures"  based 
ipon  the  trends  which  emerge  from 
che  above  analysis. 


update.  (Appendices  D  and  E 
present,  in  tabular  form,  most  of 
the  data  contained  in  this  report.) 


Limitations 


As  noted  previously,  this  report 
does  not  present  all  data  which 
might  be  of  interest  or 
programmatic  value.  As  the  City 
undertakes  the  Comprehensive  Plan 
update,  additional  information  will 
be  analyzed. 

In  addition,  most  of  the 
information  presented  here  is  taken 
from  the  1980  Census,  and  is  more 
than  5  years  old.  Housing  supply 
and  population  figures  alone  are 
estimated  through  1985.  Limited 
resources  prevent  on-going 
monitoring  in  most  categories. 

Finally,  it  is  recognized  that  a 
true  portrayal  of  the  City  and  its 
future  must  include  information  and 
analysis  on  the  urbanized  and 
urbanizing  fringe  area.  The  urban 
area  population  projections 
included  herein  represent  only  the 
first  step  in  this  direction. 
During  the  Comprehensive  Plan 
update  process,  the  Urban  Reserve 
Area,  and  its  relation  to  the  City 
proper,  will  be  carefully 
considered. 


"he  report  is  intended  to  be  a 
summary  of  some  of  the  most 
relevant  data  available,  rather 
:han  an  exhaustive  compendium.  It 
Is  hoped  that  this  will  provide  a 
Lead-in  to   the  Comprehensive   Plan 
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1985  HOUSING  AND 
POPULATION  ESTIMATES 

The  1985  housing  estimate  was 
prepared  by  adding  net 
certificates  of  occupancy  Issued 
from  1980  through  1985  to  the  1980 
Census  count  of  housing  units. 
This  1985  housing  unit  estimate, 
multiplied  by  an  occupancy  rate 
and  a  persons  per  household 
figure,  results  in  an  estimate  of 
persons  residing  in  households. 
The  1985  population  estimate 
includes  this  figure  and  the  group 
quarters  population. 

1970-1980 
CITY  ANNEXATION 

In  1979  the  City  annexed  6.07 
square  miles  of  the  unincorporated 
urbanized  area,  increasing  the 
city's  total  size  to  32.32  square 
miles.  (Currently,  Gainesville's 
land  area  is  34,95  square  miles 
due  to  the  1981,  1982,  and  1985 
Deerhaven  Plant,  Murphree  Plant, 
Bivens  Arm,  and  Airport 
annexations.)  The  1980  city 
limits  are  used  in  most  1970/1980 
comparisons.  In  instances  where 
it  was  impossible  to  retrieve  the 
1970  data  at  1980  city  limits, 
estimates  were  used. 

In  some  cases  comparisons  were 
made  using  the  1970  city  limits. 
In  these  instances,  1980  figures 
were  adjusted  to  exclude  Planning 
Districts  16a,  17a,  and  19a,  to 
approximate  1970  city  limits. 
Where  this  has  occurred,  it  has 
been  noted  in  the  text. 

1985  PLANNING  DISTRICT 
BOUNDARY  CHANGES 

Early  in  1985  the  planning 
district  boundaries  were  revised. 
Please  note  the  extent  of  boundary 


changes  (Map  2).  These  boundary 
revisions  do  not  affect  this 
report;  all  1970  and  1980  data 
have  been  collected  and  presented 
for  the  revised  1985  planning 
districts.  However,  these  changes 
should  be  recognized  when  compar- 
ing this  report  to  the  planning 
district  information  found  in  the 
1980-2000  Comprehensive  Plan. 

The  purpose  of  the  boundary 
revisions  was  to  make  planning 
districts  correspond  to  Census 
Neighborhood  Statistical  Areas  so 
that  the  Census  Neighborhood 
Statistical  Program  data  could  be 
aggregated  for  planning  districts. 
In  six  districts  the  boundary 
changes  are  slight.  Significant 
boundary  changes  occurred  in 
districts  7,  8,  and  17a. 

DATA  SOURCES 

The  data  presented  in  this  report 
were  collected  primarily  from  the 
19  70  and  1980  Census  of  Popula- 
tion and  Housing  for  Gainesville, 
relying  particularly  on  1980 
Neighborhood  Statistical  Program 
data.  Some  of  these  data  are 
compiled  from  a  100%  count,  while 
the  Census  Bureau  estimates  other 
items  from  a  sample.  Census  data 
are  collected  on  April  1,  and  most 
other  data  and  estimates  in  this 
report  conform  to  this  practice. 
Housing  condition  information  was 
drawn  from  the  1982  Gainesville 
Housing  Conditions  Survey,  a 
report  produced  by  what  is  now 
referred  to  as  the  Department  of 
Public  Safety  Inspections  (PSI). 
The  Gainesville  Regional  Utilities 
monthly  account  printout  provided 
the  vacancy  rate  information. 
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O  Planning  Districts 

1970-1980  CHANGE  IN 
POPULATION  BY  PLANNING  DISTRICTS 


Figure  1 


Populatiori- 


1970-1980 
GROWTH   RATE 

Within  the  present  city  limits, 
Gainesville's  population  increased 
at  an  average  annual  rate  of  1.75% 
between  1970  and  1980.  While  this 
growth  rate  is  higher  than  the 
national  percentage,  it  is  roughly 
55%  lower  than  the  county  and 
state  growth  rates  for  the  same 
time  period. 
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ANNUAL  GROWTH  RATE 


Figure  2 

The   fifteen   planning   districts 
within   the   1970   city   limits 
witnessed   both  population   in- 
creases and  declines  from  1970  to 
1980.  (Refer  to  Figures  1  and  3.) 


Analysis 


Population  growth  within  a 
particular  area  may  be  expressed 
in  terms  of  number  of  housing 


units,  occupancy  rate  and  number 
of  persons  per  household.  Most 
of  the  population  growth  from 
1970  to  1980  occurred  in  recently 
annexed  areas  due  to  increases  in 
housing  stock  and  a  higher  number 
of  persons  per  household  than  in 
other  areas  of  the  city.  As  land 
in  these  areas  becomes  developed, 
population  growth  will  shift  to 
rapidly  developing  areas  outside 
the  present  city  limits. 


POPUU\TI0N  BY  PUV^ING  DISTRICT           1 

Planning 
District 

1970 

1980 

1985 
Estimate 

1 

593 

^81 

528 

2 

Z7^ 

i€38 

4202 

3 

2372 

2084 

2180 

H 

28U 

2633 

2587 

5 

2998 

3143 

3142 

6 

5852 

6495 

6121 

7 

2027 

4196 

4550 

8 

2313 

2286 

2505 

9 

5951 

5623 

5585 

10 

7713 

8243 

7621 

11 

^9W 

4836 

4786 

12 

i^015 

47.45 

4635 

13 

5997 

62ffl 

6145 

li< 

^628 

6030 

6498 

15 

8535 

8573 

8546 

16A 

N/A 

1888 

1823 

17A 

m 

7580 

8892 

J2A 

w^ 

2278 

3298 

City 

64,510 

81,371 

83.544 

Figure  3 


■Populatioa 


The  most  recent  information 
suggests  that  the  total  number  of 
housing  starts  will  continue  to 
taper  off  gradually  within  the 
city,  and  that  household  size 
will  continue  to  decrease  slowly,. 
resulting  in  a  declining  rate  of 
^population  growth. 

Districts  showing  a  decrease  in 
population  from  1970  to  1980  are 
generally  older,  developed  areas 
where  slight  increases  in  housing 
stock  were  offset  by  a  drop  in 
the  number  of  persons  per 
household. 


1985 
POPULATION    ESTIMATE 


The  1985  population  estimate 
suggests  an  average  annual  growth 
rate  of  0.53%  for  Gainesville 
over  the  past  five  years. 
Figures  3  and  4  provide  individu- 
al planning  district  population 
estimates  for  the  city.  Ten 
districts  show  population 
declines  from  1980  to  1985. 
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Population- 


Analysis 


While  population  has  continued  to 
decline  in  certain  districts  in 
recent  years,  it  is  likely  that 
it  will  stabilize  in  most  areas 
of  the  city  as  a  result  of  an 
anticipated  leveling  off  in  the 
number  of  persons  per  household, 
and  a  modest  amount  of  infill  and 
redevelopment. 

HOUSEHOLD   SIZE 

From  1970  to  1980,  there  was  a 
sharp  decline  in  average 

household  size,  both  nationally 
and    locally. 


CHANGE  IN  HOUSEHOLD  SIZE,  1970-80 


Gainesville 
U.S. 


1970 
2.94 
3.14 


1980 
2.55 
2.76 


%  CWNGE 
-13% 

-12% 


Figure  5 

Based  on  a  continuing  national 
trend  to  smaller  households,  it 
is  estimated  that  Gainesville's 
household  size  declined  by  2% 
from  1980  to  1985. 

Household  size  varies  substan- 
tially by  planning  district,  from 
1.62  in  Planning  District  1  to 
3.51  in  Planning  District  16a. 
(Refer  to  Figure  6.)  Areas  with 
small  households  tend  to  have 
high  proportions  of  nonfamily 
households,  many  of  which  consist 
of  single  persons. 
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PERSONS  PER  HOUSEHOLD 
BY  PLANNING  DISTRICTS 


Persons  pef 
1970 

i  Household 
I2SQ 

2.15 

1.52 

2.i^5 

2.U 

2.^5 

2.50 

2.69 

1.85 

2.59 

2.63 

3.77 

2.52 

3.59 

2.69 

2.96 

2.50 

2.50 

2.11 

3.56 

2.82 

2.66 

2.13 

5A9 

3.32 

3.77 

3.2A 

2.58 

2.2i| 

2.77 

2M 

N/A 

3.51 

N/A 

2.95 

JZA 

LB. 

2.9i^ 

2.55 

Figure  6 
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Family  size  is  the  major  factor 
determining  household  size  in 
many   communities.    In  Gaines- 


Jopulatioa 


ville,  economic  conditions 
influencing  the  size  of  non- 
family  households  are  also 
extremely  important  in  determin- 
ing average  household  size. 
Household  size  may  therefore 
fluctuate  more  readily  than  in 
other  communities,  although  this 
tendency  may  be  reduced  by  land- 
lord permit  restrictions  on  the 
number  of  unrelated  individuals 
per  household  in  single-family 
areas.  The  landlord  permitting 
ordinance,  enacted  in  1976,  took 
effect  in  1978,  so  the  variation 
in  household  size  from  1970  to 
1980  may  have  been  affected  by 
these  restrictions. 

HOUSEHOLD  COMPOSITION 

Gainesville  deviates  substantial- 
ly from  state  and  national 
figures  in  the  proportion  of 
family  and  non-family  households. 
Families  comprised  59%  of  Gaines- 
ville's households  in  1980,  comp- 
ared to  the  state  and  national 
figures  of  72%  and  74%  respec- 
tively. (Refer  to  Figure  7. ) 


Non-Family 


1980 

HOUSEHOLDS 

%  FAMILY.  NON-FAMILY 


Non-Family 


U.S. 


Gainesville 


Figure  7 

Furthermore,  the         state         and 

national  percentage  of  single 
persons  as  a  proportion  of 
non-family      households       is      much 


higher    than    the    58%    figure    for 
Gainesville. 


1980 
NON-FAMILY  HOUSEHOLDS 

%  SINGLE  PERSONS 


U.S. 


Gainesville 


Figure  8 


Analysis 


Household  composition  in  Gaines- 
ville is  substantially  affected 
by  the  student  population.  There 
is  a  large  number  of  students  who 
live  together  in  non-family 
households.  This  tendency  has 
had  a  major  impact  on  certain 
neighborhoods,  particularly  lower 
rent  areas  relatively  close  to 
the  University. 

AGE 

Gainesville's  large  student  pop- 
ulation explains  the  city's 
median  age  of  24.3  in  1980,  which 
noticeably  deviates  from  the 
state  and  national  figures  of 
34.7  and  30.0. 

The  pie  charts  show  that, 
compared  to  the  nation,  the  city 
has  a  very  high  percentage  of 
18-to  24-year-olds,  an  average 
number  of  persons  25  to  44  years 
old,  and  a  lower  proportion  of 
persons  in  all  other  categories. 
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1980  AGE  GROUP  DISTRIBUTION 


65  and  over  n 
(11.3%) 


0-5 
(7.2%) 


65  and  over  -\ 
(7.0%) 


r  0-5  (5.9%) 


U.S. 


18-24 
(13.3%) 


Gainesville 


Figure  9 


Analysis 


Age  affects  a  number  of  service 
parameters.  The  relatively  young 
Gainesville  population,  and  the 
low  proportion  of  very  young  and 
very  old  persons  affects  the 
demand  for  certain  types  of 
recreational  facilities,  housing, 
social  services,  etc.  It  has 
been  suggested,  however,  that  the 
Gainesville  area  may  begin  to 
experience  an  influx  of  older 
persons  as  other  areas  of  the 
state  become  less  attractive  to 
the  retirement  population, 
Gainesville's  excellent  health 
services  may  help  to  encourage 
this  inmigration. 

In  contrast  to  the  overall 
youthful  population,  certain 
neighborhoods  within  the  city 
have  relatively  high  concentra- 
tions of  elderly  residents. 
While  these  neighborhoods  tend  to 
have  been  rather  stable,  high 
turnover  could  occur  within  the 
next  10  to  15  years,  with  the 
potential  for  radically  changing 
the  character  of  these  areas. 


MINORITY   POPULATION 

The  city-wide  proportion  of 
minority  residents  (excluding 
Hispanics)  increased  from  19.3% 
in  1970  to  23.5%  in  1980.  While 
the  black  population  remains  the 
predominant  minority,  the  "other" 
category  showed  a  400%  increase 
over  the  decade. 


Black 
(11.7%)' 


■Other 
(4.9%) 


rOther 
(2.9%) 


U.S. 


Gainesville 


1980  RACIAL 
COMPOSITION 


Figure  10 

The  concentration  of  black  house- 
holds in  Planning  Districts  3, 
12,  and  13,  evident  in  1970, 
shows  a  definite  dispersion 
pattern  in  1980.  In  districts 
where  1970/1980  comparisons  can 
be  made,  every  planning  district, 
with  the  exception  of  District  3, 
shows  an  increase  in  the  propor- 
tion of  black  households.  (Refer 
to  Figure  11  and  Map  4.) 


Analysis 
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The  1980  Census  still  shows  the 
highest  proportions  of  black 
households  in  Planning  Districts 
3,  12  and  13.  These  three 
districts  account  for  over  69%  of 
the  entire  black  population 
within  the  city.  These  districts 
also   have   low   median   family 


Jopulatioa 


incomes  and  relatively 
percentages  of  substandard 
ing  units. 


high 
hous- 
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INMATE  POPULATION 

In  1980,  inmates  numbered  1,608, 
almost  double  the  1970  figure. 
Sunland  (in  Planning  District  10) 


and  the  V.A.  Nursing  Home  (in 
Planning  District  14)  accounted 
for  most  of  these  inmates.  The 
inmate  population  is  expected  to 
reach  over  2,800  by  the  year  2000 
in  spite  of  an  ongoing  reduction 
in  the  number  of  Sunland  resi- 
dents. 


Ifl^TE  POPULJ\TIQN 
1970      1980        1985  1990  2000 

LEtiSUa    ££t!SUi    ESTIMATE    PROJECTION    PROJECTION 

Number  of 

IrmTES  OF      8W        1.608       2,0^17         2,840 

NSTITUTIONS 


2,840 


Figure  12 

The  1980  census  placed 
approximately  83%  of  the  total 
number  of  inmates  in  Planning 
District  10  where,  in  addition  to 
Sunland  Training  Center,  the  State 
owns  and  operates  a  number  of 
correctional  facilities.  These 
facilities  are  located  on 
State-owned  land,  generally 
buffered  from  residential  areas. 
See  Appendix  F. 


Analysis 


In  the  future,  communities 
throughout  the  state  are  li)cely  to 
see  some  dispersion  of  the 
non-criminal  inmate  population. 
The  trend  in  rehabilitative 
services,  as  mandated  by  State 
legislation,  is  towards 
community-based  residential  care, 
rather  than  institutions.  The  City 
has  witnessed  an  increasing  number 
of  site  plan  proposals  for  group 
homes  and  supervised  apartments, 
and  has  revised  its  ordinances  in 
an  effort  to  accommodate  this  trend 
with  minimal  impact  upon 
neighborhoods.  The  revised 
ordinances  should   be  monitored   to 
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assess  their  effectiveness.  As  a 
regional  population  center,  with 
sophisticated  health  services,  the 
Gainesville  area  will  remain 
attractive  for  such  uses. 


1980  PERCENT  OF 
BLACK  HOUSEHOLDS  BY 
CITY  PLANNING  DISTRICTS 

(With  1970  to  1980  Change  Noted  in  Percent) 


I     I   under  5% 

n  5%-io% 

11%-25% 


m    26%-75% 
over  75% 
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STUDENT   POPULATION 

From  1970  to  1980,  university 
enrollment  increased  by  49%,  to 
33,242  students,  while  city 
population  grew  only  26%.  In 
1980,  the  24,528  college  students 
living  within  the  city  made  up  30% 
of  the  total  population.  The 
largest  numbers  of  students 
resided  in  Planning  Districts  2, 
4,  6  and  14,  all  adjacent  to  the 
University  of  Florida  campus,  and 
in  Planning  District  15,  the 
campus  itself.  (Refer  to  Map  5.) 


Analysis 


College  enrollment  has  a 
multiplier  effect  on  the  total 
Gainesville  area  population,  due 
to  the  support  services  generated. 
The  University  student  population 
is  expected  to  decline  by 
approximately  4.5%  over  the  next 
three  years  and  then  to  hold 
steady.  The  ripple  effects  of 
this  reduction  may  be  mitigated  by 
the  fact  that  no  decrease  in 
University  employment  is  planned. 

Student  population  generates 
special  demands  for  certain 
recreational  facilities, 

transportation  and  other  services. 
Moreover,  students  tend  to 
concentrate  near  the  University, 
creating  unique  needs  and  problems 
in  these  neighborhoods.  This  has 
led  to  special  ordinances  such  as 
the  city-wide  landlord  permit 
requirements,  and  the  University 
area  parking  decal  program. 
However,  concentration  of  students 
in  proximity  to  the  campus  has 
definite  advantages,  particularly 
with   respect    to    traffic    and 


transportation  issues.  It  is 
likely  that  students  will  continue 
to  favor  locating  near  the 
University,  which  may  result  in 
some  redevelopment  of  multiple 
family  areas  at  higher  densities. 

EDUCATIONAL   LEVEL 

The  combination  of  the  University 
of  Florida,  Santa  Fe  Community 
College  and  the  growing  medical 
service  sector  in  and  around  the 
city  contributes  to  education 
levels  in  Gainesville  which  exceed 
the  county,  state  and  nation. 
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Figure  13 


Analysis 


Education   level   influences 
character  of  the  community  in 
ways,   some   more   tangible 
others.   It  helps  shape  the  d 
for    leisure    and    recreat 
services,  and  affects  the  typ 
businesses  and   industries   1 
to     locate     in     the 
Labor-intensive  industries  wi 
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high  need  for  skilled  workers  may 
find  it  difficult  to  locate  in  the 
Gainesville  area,  while  research 
and  other  white-collar  enterprises 
may  find  the  area's  labor  pool 
attractive. 


MAP  5 


1980  PERCENT 
OF  COLLEGE 
STUDENTS  BY  CITY 
PLANNING  DISTRICTS 
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INCOME 


Median  family  income  for  the 
city  in  1979  was  $17,425,  a 
figure  $800  lower  than  the 
average  for  the  South  Atlantic 
region.  This  figure  was 
slightly  above  the  county  and 
state  median  incomes. 


1979  feiAN  hMLY  iNcm: 

City  Caitm         State  Soutvi  Atuwtic  Region 

$17,425         $17,072        $17,280  $18,219 


Figure  14 

At  the  planning  district 
level,  median  family  incomes 
ranged  from  a  low  in  Planning 
District  3  of  $7,396  to  a  high 
of  $34,761  in  Planning 
District  16a.  (Refer  to  Map 
6.) 


POVERTY  STATUS  (1979)                      1 
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Figure  15 

Figure  15  lists  planning 
districts  with  a 
disproportionate    share     of 


persons  below  the  poverty 
level,  i.e.,  greater  than  the 
24.2%  city-wide  total. 


Analysis 


Median  family  income  is  a  much 
better  indicator  of  non-student 
income  levels  than  median 
household  income,  which  is 
usually  slightly  to  much  lower, 
depending  upon  the  planning 
district.  The  median  family 
income  tends  to  correspond 
spatially  to  other  variables, 
such  as  education,  race  and 
housing  conditions.  Map  6  shows 
a  clustering  of  older,  poorer 
neighborhoods  near  the  central 
city,  while  newer,  richer  suburbs 
are  concentrated  in  the  northwest 
quadrant. 

Poverty  status  is  another 
indication  of  the  relative 
economic  standing  of  various 
neighborhoods.  High  concentra- 
tions of  students  in  Planning 
Districts  2,  4,  14  and'lB,  and  to 
a  lesser  extent  in  1,  corttribute 
to  the  poverty  figures.  (Refer  to 
Map  5  and  Figure  15.)  Planning 
Districts  3,  12  and  13,  on  the 
other  hand,  have  few  students, 
but  over  80%  of  the  residents  are 
black. 


16 


Population, 


under  $5000 

1980  MEDIAN 

$5000- $9,999 

FAMILY  INCOME  BY 

|]  $10,000 -$14,999 

CITY  PLANNING  DISTRICTS 

11  $15.000 -$19,999 

B  above  $20,000 

MAP  6 
17 


1 


HOUSING 


JHousincL 


HOUSING   SUPPLY 

In  1970,  housing  units  within  the 
current  city  limits  numbered 
approximately  21,400.  From  1970 
to  1980  8,404  housing  units  were 
added,  at  an  average  rate  of  840 
units  per  year.  By  1980,  there 
were  29,811  units  within  the  city. 


construction  varies  greatly  in 
different  areas.  Three  planning 
districts  in  the  Northwest  (7,  17a 
and  19a)  each  added  more  than  300 
units  in  the  past  5  years. 
Furthermore,  47%  of  all  the 
certificates  of  occupancy  issued 
from  1980  through  1985  were  issued 
in  Districts  17a  and  19a. 
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Figure  16 

The  1985  estimate  of  housing  units 
in  Gainesville  is  31,801,  a  6.67% 
increase  from  1980.  The  amount 
and    location      of      new      residential 
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Figure  17 
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The  recently  annexed  areas  showed 
rapid  growth  over  the  past  decade 
due  to  availability  of  a 
substantial  amount  of  vacant, 
desirable  land.  As  these  areas 
fill  up,  growth  will  tend  to  move 
into  sparsely  developed  areas 
outside  the  city  limits. 

Land  now  available  for  development 
in  most  parts  of  the  city  tends  to 
be  in  smaller  parcels,  often   with 
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1980  PERCENT  SINGLE-FAMILY 
DETACHED  HOUSING  BY 
CITY  PLANNING  DISTRICTS 
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environmental  or  other  constraints 
to  development.  This  has 
implications  for  housing  types, 
densities  and  site  design,  making 
attached  housing  and  cluster 
designs  at  moderate  densities  more 
prevalent . 

SINGLE-FAMILY  / 
MULTIPLE-FAMILY  INVENTORY 

The  1980  Census  counted  29,811 
housing  units  in  the  city,  of 
which  55.4%  were  single-family, 
42.4%  were  multiple-family,  and  2% 
were  mobile  homes.  It  is 
estimated  that  the  1,990  units 
added  from  1980  to  1985  have 
slightly  increased  the  proportion 
of  single-family  units. 


substantially,  to  42.5%.  Owner 
occupancy  has  changed 
significantly  in  some  areas,  while 
showing  little  change  in  others. 


Analysis 


Due  to  the  nature  of  infill 
projects,  it  is  likely  that 
attached  units  will  continue  to  be 
a  high  percentage  of  new 
construction.  Many  of  these  units 
will  be  located  in  or  near 
single-family  areas,  and  will  be 
designed  for  owner  occupancy.  The 
Planned  Residential  Development 
Land  Use  Plan  category,  which  is 
in  place  on  much  of  the  city's 
vacant  residential  land,  may  also 
increase  the  likelihood  of  such 
projects,  by  accommodating 
attached  and  cluster  housing  with 
a  Planned  Development  zoning. 

OWNER   OCCUPANCY 

Almost  48%  of  Gainesville's 
households  were  owner  occupied  in 
1980,  down  slightly  from  1970.  If 
the  recently  annexed  areas  are 
excluded,  it  becomes  apparent  that 
owner  occupancy  within  the  1970 
city     limits     has     decreased 
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Figure  18 

However,  the  decline  in  owner 
occupancy  is  paralleled  by  an 
increase  in  the  percentage  of 
multiple-family  units.  There  has 
probably  been  little  actual  change 
in  the  owner-occupancy  ratio  for 
single-family  homes.  Map  7  shows 
the  percentage  of  owner  occupancy 
for  single-family  detached  units 
in  1980. 
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Analysis 

Areas  near  the  University  show  a 

lower    percentage    of  owner 

occupancy,   reflecting   a  large 

number  of  student  rental  units. 


Older  and  lower  income  areas  also 
show  more  rental  occupancy.  As 
one  would  expect,  the  newer, 
higher  income  areas  of  the 
Northwest  have  the  highest  rates 
of  owner  occupancy. 


1980  PERCENT 
OF  OWNER-OCCUPIED 
SINGLE  FAMILY  UNITS  BY 
CITY  PLANNING  DISTRICTS 
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HOUSING   CONDITIONS 


The  areas  annexed  into  the  city 
in  1979  had  the  highest 
proportion  of  dwelling  units 
meeting  minimum  Housing  Code 
requirements  in  1982.  (Refer  to 
Appendix  A  for  further 
explanation  and  description  of 
the  Housing  Conditions  Survey. ) 
The  greatest  percentage  of 
substandard  dwellings  needing 
major  repair  are  located  in 
Planning  Districts  3,  12  and  13. 


PLANNING  DISTRICTS  WIIH  MORE 
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Analysis 


Housing  stock  in  the  recently 
annexed  areas  is  in  good 
condition,  partly  because  it  is 


newer  and  partly  due  to  high 
income  levels  in  these  areas. 
The  1982  housing  survey  conducted 
by  the  City  showed  that  a  number 
of  the  older  areas  contained  high 
concentrations  of  houses  needing 
minor  repairs.  In  addition  to 
dealing  with  seriously  deficient 
areas  through  federally  assisted 
programs,  the  City  has  been 
involved  in  the  Neighborhood 
Housing  Services  program, 
directed  towards  neighborhoods  in 
the  first  stages  of  decline. 
City  efforts  in  this  area  may 
need  to  be  expanded  as  the 
housing  stock  ages. 

VACANCY   RATE 

Occupancy  in  the  city  is  derived 
from  the  Gainesville  Regional 
Utilities  ratio  of  active  to 
total  residential  accounts. 
Monitoring  this  data  for  the  past 
5  years  indicates  that  the 
vacancy  rate  fluctuates  around 
5%,  depending  upon  what  month  of 
the  year  is  monitored.  The 
vacancy  rate  as  of  Spring,  1985 
was  approximately  6%. 


Analysis 


The  5%  average  vacancy  rate  of 
the  last  5  years  is  fairly 
typical  of  a  healthy  market.  The 
vacancy  rate  over  these  years  has 
fluctuated  from  approximately 
4%  to  7%. 
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INTRODUCTION 

In  order  to  make  long-range  plans 
for  facilities  and  services,  it  is 
necessary  to  conceptualize  what 
the  community  might  become  over 
that  time  period.  A  large  part  of 
this  involves  projecting  growth 
for  the  entire  community  as  well 
as  specific  neighborhood  areas. 
The  population  projections  within 
the  Comprehensive  Plan  1980-2000, 
based  on  1979  estimates  of  current 
population,  have  proven  to  be 
quite  high  thus  far.  An  integral 
part  of  the  5-year  Plan  update 
includes  revising  projections  for 
the  city  based  upon  data  made 
available  by  the  1980  Census. 

Since  the  community  includes  not 
only  the  city,  but  also  the 
surrounding  urbanized  fringe,  a 
projection  has  also  been  done  for 
the  urban  area,  defined  as  the 
city  and  the  Urban  Reserve  Area. 

Finally,  in  order  to  assess  future 
need  for  capital  improvements,  and 
to  better  plan  for  individual 
areas  within  the  city,  population 
has  been  projected  for  the 
planning  districts. 


CITY-WIDE  PROJECTIONS 

Given  the  uncertainties  in 
forecasting  future  population, 
many  communities  have  found  it 
useful  to  outline  a  set  of 
alternative  projections.  This 
approach  was  used  in  the 
Comprehensive  Plan  1980-2000.  By 
this  means,  the  community 
identifies  a  range  of  possible 
growth  levels,  and  envisions  what 
slow,  medium  and  high  growth 
futures  might  entail. 

23 


In  projecting  growth  for  the  city, 
as  opposed  to  the  entire  urban 
area,  it  must  be  remembered  that 
the  amount  of  vacant  land  within 
the  city  is  limited.  The  most' 
recent  estimates  show  that  only  8% 
of  the  city's  total  acreage  is 
vacant  residential  acreage.  If 
all  remaining  vacant  lands  were 
developed  at  current  density 
designations,  the  city's 

population  would  approach  only 
110,000  persons.  Moreover,  a 
significant  amount  of  vacant  land 
is  in  areas  which  have  not  been 
attractive  for  development  over 
the  past  15  years.  Furthermore, 
large  amounts  of  desirable 
residential  acreage  remain  vacant 
west  of  the  city.  It  is  therefore 
reasonable  to  assume  that  the  city 
(within  its  present  boundaries)  is 
approaching  the  leveling  off  point 
on  an  S-shaped  population  growth 
curve.  While  the  population  is 
likely  to  continue  growing,  the 
rate  of  growth  will  decrease.  All 
three  of  the  alternative  forecasts 
project  a  lower  growth  rate  in  the 
1980 's  and  1990 's  than  Gainesville 
experienced  in  the  1970 's. 

There  are,  however,  a  number  of 
variables  which  could 
significantly  affect  future 
population  growth.  The  purpose  of 
the  following  scenarios  is  to 
explain  what  role  these  variables 
may  have  in  determining  each  of 
the  alternative  projections. 

One  of  the  most  important 
conclusions  that  might  be  drawn 
from  the  scenario  exercise 
pertains  to  the  City's  influence 
on  growth.  City  policies  affect 
growth  by  setting  allowable 
densities  and  uses,  regulating 
utility  hookups,   contributing   to 
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transportation  decisions,  and 
providing  economic  incentives  and 
disincentives  for  new  construction 
and  redevelopment. 

There  are  also  many  factors 
influencing  population  growth 
which  are  either  entirely  or 
largely  out  of  the  City's  control. 
These  include  the  national 
economy,  student  enrollment  at  the 
University  and  Santa  Fe  Community 
College,  growth  of  the  medical 
services  sector,  and  fluctuations 
in  average  household  size.  The 
latter  has  a  great  influence  in 
population  growth,  as  it  measures 
the  utilization  of  the  housing 
stock- 
One  of  the  major  factors  outside 
the  City's  control  is  County 
policy  on  land-use  related  issues. 
Ease  of  development  within  the 
county,  and  uses  and  densities 
allowed  on  the  urban  fringe,  have 
a  direct  effect  on  the 
attractiveness  of  infill 

development   within   the    city 
limits. 

The  alternative  city-wide 
projections  are  based  on  varying 
assumptions  concerning  the  amount 
of  housing  construction,  the 
average  number  of  people  per 
housing  unit,  and  the  number  of 
people  housed  in  institutions  and 
group  quarters  (such  as 
dormitories).  The  alternatives 
share  an  assumption  that  the 
Gainesville  urban  area  population 
will  grow,  but  vary  in  their 
estimate  of  how  much  of  the  added 
population  will  live  within  city 
limits.  Refer  to  Appendices  B  and 
C  for  a  comparison,  in  tabular 
form,  of  past  and  projected  growth 
trends  for  the  city  and  urban 
area. 


Alternative  I.  No  Growth 

This  alternative  projects  very 
little  growth  over  the  next  15 
years.  While  housing  construction 
would  continue  at  a  declining 
pace,  the  population  would  remain 
nearly  level  because  of  declines 
in  the  number  of  persons  per 
household  and  in  institutional 
populations.  Average  household 
size  is  projected  to  drop  10%  from 
1980  to  1990,  then  level  off. 
Total  population  would  fluctuate 
around  the  level  of  82-84,000 
people.  This  scenario  presupposes 
moderate  growth  in  the  area 
economy,  but  little  interest  in 
developing  in-city.  As  new 
employment  and  commercial  centers 
appear  outside  the  city,  the 
advantages  of  living  within  the 
city  diminish,  so  new  housing 
starts  decrease.  Infill 
development  continues,  but  there 
are  not  significant  public  or 
private  efforts  to  redevelop  core 
neighborhoods  or  establish  major 
new  residential  development  on  the 
east  side  of  the  city.  ^, 


GAUBVILLE  POPULATION  PROJEaiOMS. 

1980-2000 

1980 

1985      1990 

1995      200C 

•  Alternative  1        81,371 
No  Growth 

83,000    81,200 

82,600    84,000 

•  Alternative  2        81,371 
Slowing  Growth 

84,300    88,140 

90,650   92,400 

•  Alternative  3        81,371 
Steady  Growth 

86,500   93,350 

99,400  105,450 

Figure  20 
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1950   1960   1970   1980   1990   2000 
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1950-2000 
GAINESVILLE  POPULATION 
ESTIMATES  AND  PROJECTIONS 


Figure  21 
25 


-Population  Proiectiona 


Alternative  II.  Slowing  Growth 

The  moderate  growth  alternative 
envisions  population  grovrth 
continuing,  but  at  a  declining 
rate  over  the  next  15  years.  The 
underlying  assumptions  include:  a 
moderate  (4%)  drop  in  household 
size  by  1995,  a  12%  increase  in 
the  population  in  institutions  and 
group  quarters,  and  a  slowing  pace 
of  housing  construction.  Economic 
growth  would  continue  at  the 
present  moderate  rate.  Infill 
projects  would  continue,  and  some 
development  or  redevelopment  would 
occur  in  areas  where  development 
has  been  stagnant  during  the  early 
1980 's;  but  there  would  be  no 
private  initiatives  to  foster  new 
construction  and  redevelopment. 
The  year  2000  population  projected 
in  this  alternative  is  t05T"45^T 

Alternative  III.  Steady  Growth 

This  scenario  assumes  that  most 
vacant  residential  land  would  be 
developed  at  currently  designated 
densities,  and  some  older  areas 
would  be  redeveloped  at  higher 
densities.  In  this  scenario,  new 
housing  construction  would 
increase  in  the  second  half  of 
this  decade  and  continue  at  the 
rate  of  500  new  dwellings  per  year 
until  the  year  2000. 

Other  assumptions  include:  no 
further  decrease  in  household  size 
from  1980  and  a  12%  increase  in 
the  population  in  institutions  and 
group  quarters  from  1980  to  2000. 
This  scenario  presumes  a  strong 
local  economy,  a  strong  interest 
in  developing  within  the  city,  and 
a  new  interest  in  development  on 
the  eastern  side  of  the  city.  It 
would  require  major  public   and/or 


major  public  or  private 
initiatives.  This  scenario 
projects  a  year  2000  population  of 


PLANNING 
DISTRICT  PROJECTIONS 

Planning  district  population 
projections  give  an  idea  of  where 
future  growth  will  be  distributed 
within  the  city.  These 
projections  must  be  based  upon 
past  trends  and  current 
conditions,  as  well  as  educated 
guesses  about  other  variables 
which  are  likely  to  influence 
growth  within  a  specific  area. 

Projections  for  the  planning 
districts  are  based  on  the 
Alternative  II  population 
projection  for  the  city  as  a 
whole.  A  proportion  of  the 
projected  population  increase  for 
the  city  was  assigned  to  each 
planning  district,  based  on  the 
proportion  of  the  city's  1970-80 
growth  which  occurred  in  that 
district.  This  share  projection 
was  then  revised  to  account  for 
variables  which  have  changed  since 
1970-1980,  such  as  relative  amount 
of  vacant  residential  land  and 
recent  approvals  of  major 
residential  projects  within 
certain  districts. 

URBAN  AREA  PROJECTION 

The  Gainesville  urban  area 
includes  the  Urban  Reserve  Area 
and  the  city  proper,  as  shown  in 
Map  1  (area  within  the  HUD 
boundary) .  Growth  within  this 
entire  area  is  of  critical 
interest  to  the  city,  as  the  urban 
area  functions  as  a  dynamic 
entity.    Growth    in   the    urban 
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Planning 
District 

POPULATION  BY  PLANNING  DISTRIQ  - 

•  CITY  OF  GAINESVILLE 

2000 

Forecast 

1970 
Census 

1980 

1985 
EsTimTE 

1990 
Forecast 

1995 
FORCAST 

1 

593 

481 

528 

550 

575 

600 

2 

3764 

4038 

4202 

4210 

4220 

4230 

3 

2372 

2084 

2180 

2200 

2263 

2300 

^ 

2811 

2633 

2587 

2650 

2825 

3000 

5 

2998 

3143 

3142 

3550 

3651 

3700 

6 

5852 

6495 

6121 

6600 

6788 

6800 

7 

2027 

4196 

4650 

5250 

5495 

5740 

8 

2313 

2286 

2505 

2625 

2713 

2800 

9 

5951 

5623 

5585 

5650 

5725 

5800 

10 

7713 

8243 

7621 

7800- 

8150 

8500 

u 

4940 

4836 

4786 

4950 

5091 

5100 

12 

4016 

4745 

4635 

4800 

4850 

4900 

13 

5997 

6269 

6145 

6250 

6428 

6500 

W 

4628 

6030 

6498 

7480 

7693 

7800 

15 

8535 

8573 

8346 

8400 

8450 

8500 

16A 

N/A 

1888 

1823 

2050 

2234 

2400 

17A 

N/A 

7580 

8892 

9625 

9899 

10.050 

19A 

N/A 

2228 

?298 

3S» 

3600 

}W 

TOTAL 

64,510 

81,371 

83.544 
Figure  22 

88.140 

90.650 

92.400 
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fringe  places   demands    on  city 

facilities  and   services,  as  well 

as  providing  employment  and 
services  to  city  residents. 

The  urban  area  population  was 
projected  using  a  combination  of 
the  City  projections  and 
projections  of  county  planning 
districts  within  the  urban  area. 
The  1985  planning  district 
estimates  for  Alachua  County  (for 
the  urban  area)  were  obtained  from 
the  North  Central  Florida  Regional 
Planning  Council.  These  estimates 
were  used  in  conjunction  with   the 
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Alternative  11 

(Slowing 

Growth) 


1970  1975   1980  1985  1990  1995  2000 
Year 

GAINESVILLE  AND 
URBAN  AREA  POPULATION  PROJECTIONS 


Figure  23 


County's  projected  growth  rates 
for  each  planning  district  as 
provided  in  the  Alachua  County 
Comprehensive  Plan  (page  11). 
(The  projection  for  County  PD  20 
was  adjusted  to  account  for  growth 
constraints  created  by  its 
proximity  to  the  airport.)  The 
resulting  total  for  the  County's 
urban  area  planning  districts  was 
added  to  the  Alternative  II 
("Slowing  Growth")  population 
projection  for  the  city  to  produce 

the  1990,  1995  and  2000 
projections . 

The  urban  area  is  forecasted  to 
grow  from  115,857  in  1980  to 
171,531  in  2000,  a  48%  increase  in 
20  years.  Its  share  in  the  total 
county  population  is  likely  to 
fall  slightly,  from  76.5%  of  the 
county  population  in  1980  to  an 
expected  75%  in  2000.  This 
reflects  the  same  dynamic  that  is 
at  work  within  the  city  limits: 
readily  developable  land  becomes 
scarce  as  the  area  fills  in, 
prompting  developers  to  build 
outside  the  urbanized  area.  Here, 
as  within  the  city,  the  growth 
patterns  will  be  heavily 
influenced  by  economic  pressures 
and  governmental  decisions. 
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1982    HOUSING 
CONDITIONS    SURVEY    CLASSIFICATIONS 


The  1982  Housing  Conditions  Survey  was  used  in  this  study  to 
determine  the  numher  of  dwelling  units  in  need  of  major  repair. 
This  survey,  done  by  the  City's  Public  Health  and  Safety 
Inspection  Services  Department  (then  called  the  Department  of 
Housing  and  Neighborhood  Assistance),  used  the  following  rating 
system: 


1. 


2. 


DILAPIDATED  -  a  dwelling  unit  deteriorated  in  excess 
50%  of  its  value  or  with  numerous  major  violations. 


of 


SUBSTANDARD  (MAJOR  REPAIRS)  -  a  dwelling  unit  with 
numerous  minor  violations  or  a  combination  of  major  and 
minor  violations  valued  at  less  than  50%  of  the  unit. 

3.  SUBSTANDARD  (MINOR  REPAIRS)  -  a  dwelling  unit  with  minor 
violations  only. 

4.  STANDARD  -  a  dwelling  unit  that  substantially  meets  the 
conditions  of  the  Minimum  Housing  Code. 

It  should  be  noted  that  the  survey  consisted  only  of  a  visual 
inspection  of  the  exterior  of  the  structure,  and  would  therefore 
not  Identify  some  types  of  Housing  Code  violations. 

The  survey  results  were  prepared  at  the  neighborhood  area  level. 
To  determine  the  number  of  units  needing  major  repair  by  planning 
district  (see  Figure  19  ),  the  units  identified  as  dilapidated 
(category  1),  and  substandard  in  need  of  major  repair  (category 
2),  were  combined. 
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1970  -  1980    TRENDS 
(Within    1980    City    Limits) 


INDIVIDUAL 
YEAR 


1970 


POPULATION 


HOUSEHOLD 
SIZE 


10 
YEAR  PERIO) 

1970-1980 


AIDED 

HOUSING 

UNITS 


POPULATION 

6RC^m^  rate 


IM)1VIDUAL 
YEAR 

1980 


POPULATION 


HOUSEHOLD 
SIZE 


68,390^ 


2.94 


sm 


1 


192 


81,371 


2.55 


1 


Estimate. 


ALTERNATIVE  FUTURE  TRENDS  1980-2000 

10 

YEAR  PERIOD 

1980-  1990 

ADDED 

uCsmr        POPULATION 
"Z^      GROOHRATE 

INDIVIDUAL 
YEAR 

1990 
POPULATION      "«JS|«LD 

10 

YEAR  PERIOD 

1990  -2000 

ADDED 
►«i«;iKr        POPULATION 

Tnit?     "^^RAte 

irCIVIDUAL 
YEAR 

2000 

POPULATION      "^^ 

ALTERNATIVE 
1 

NO  GROWTW 

3290 

«'• 

81.200 

2.30 

1500 

3%i- 

84,000 

2.30 

ALTERNATIVE 

2 

SLOWING  GROWTM 

3500 

82 

88,140 

2.47 

2000 

5% 

92,400 

2.45 

ALTERNATIVE 

3 

STEADY  GROWTM 

m% 

18% 

93,350 

2.55 

5000 

132 

105,450 

2.55 

1.    Increase  in  growth  rate  reflects  a  projected  level  of  average  household  size. 
Household  size  assumptions  affect  the  growth  rates  elsevwere. 
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SUMMARY  OF 
COMPARATIVE  POPULATION 
CHARACTERISTICS  AND  HOUSEHOLD  TRENDS 

1970,  1980,  1984 

U.S. 

State 

County 

Gainesville 

%  White 

1970 
1980 

87.6 
83.4 

84.3 
84.0 

79.0 
79.0 

81.0 
77,0 

%  Blaclc 

1970 
1980 

11.1 
11.7 

15.3 
13.8 

20.6 
19.8 

19 
21 

Median  Age 

1970 
1980 

28.3 
30.0 

32.5 
34.7 

N/A 
25.0 

21.8 
24.3 

Persons  per 
household 

1970         3.14 
1980         2.76 
1984  (est)   2.71 

2.90 
2.55 
N/A 

3.06 
2.60 
N/A 

2.94 
2.55 
2.51 

Persons  per 
family 

1970 
1980 
1984 

3.58 
3.29 
3.24 

N/A 
N/A 
N/A 

N/A 

3.15 

N/A 

N/A 

3.10 

N/A 

Families  as  % 
of  all  house- 
holds 

%  Non-family 
households, 
1980 

1970 
1980 
1984 

81% 
74% 
73% 

26% 

N/A 
72% 
N/A 

28% 

N/A 
62% 
N/A 

38% 

73% 
59% 
N/A 

41% 

Single  persons 
as  %  of  non- 
family  house- 
holds, 1980 

86% 

85.% 

60% 

58% 

%  of  all  house- 
holds which 
are  owner- 
occupied 

1970 
1980 
1984 

63% 
64% 
64.6% 

63% 
68% 
N/A 

61% 
58% 
N/A 

49% 

48% 
N/A 

Median  Family 
Income 

1970 
1980 

$  9,586 
19.917 

$  8,267 
17,280 

$  8,329 
17,072 

$  8,655 
17,425 

%  Persons  below 
poverty  level 

1970 
1980 

N/A 
12% 

16% 
14% 

22% 
24% 

23% 
24% 

%  Families  below 
poverty  level 

1970 
1980 

11% 
10% 

13% 
10% 

15% 
14% 

14% 
14% 

Vacancy  Rate  1980 
Homeowner 
Rental 

N/A 
N/A 

2.4 
9.8 

2.4 

6.8 

1.5 
4.9 

Source:   City  and  County 
1980  U.S.  Census 

Data  Book  1983,  10th 

1 

Ed. 

Dept.  of  Community  Development,  Julj 

1985 
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SUMMARY  OF 

POPULATION  AND  HOUSING  CHARACTERISTICS 

FOR  THE  CITY  OF  GAINESVILLE 

1970,  1980 


Total  Persons 

I.     Age  Group  Distribution 


Under  age  5 

5-19 

20-24 

25-64 

65  AND  OVER 


II. 


1970 
64,510 

Total   Percent 


1980 
81,371 


4,930 
19,042 
13,753 
23,312 

3,473 


7.6 
29.5 
21.3 
36.2 

5.4 


S&£l^  And  ££Lai£  hii  OL   Population 

Total   Percent 


White 
Black 
Other 
Spanish 


52,048 

12,041 

410 

2,170 


80.7 

18.7 

.6 

3.4 


III.   Household  Types  ani  Relationships 


Population  In  households 

Numher  of  one-person  house- 
holds 

Number  of  non-faally  house- 
holds 

Persons  per  household 

Persons  per  family 

Population  In  group  quarters 

Number  of  Inmates 
In  Institutions 

IV.  Income 

Median  family  Income 
Median  household  Income 
Percent  of  persons  below 

poverty  level 
Percent  of  families  below 

poverty  level 

V.  Hgyglnq  Characteristics 

Total  number  of  units 
Number  single  family 

detached 
Multi-family  units 
Mobile  home  units 
Percent  owner  occupied 
Percent  renter  occupied 

Source:   1970  U.S.  Census 
1980  U.S.  Census 

May,  1985 


55,219 
3,815 

5,211 

2.94 

N/A 

9,031 

864 


8,655 
N/A 

22.7 

14.0 


20,312 
12,715 

7,309 
283 
49% 
51\ 


Total 

4,817 
20,478 
17,025 
33,352 

5,699 


Total 

62,233 

16,785 

2,353 

3,239 


Percent 

5.9 
25.2 
20.9 
41.0 

7.0 


Percent 

76.5 

20.6 

2.9 

4.0 


72,213 
6,713 

11,601 

2.55 

3.10 
9,158 
1,608 


17,425 
12.586 

24.2 

14.0 


29,811 
16,503 

12,649 
659 
48% 
52% 
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CITY  OF  GAINESVILLE 
GROUP  QUARTER /INMATE  PROJECTIONS 

All  persons  not  living  In  households  are  classified  by  the  Census  Bureau 
as  living  in  group  quarters.  Two  general  categories  are  recognized: 

1.  Inmates  of  Institutions.   People  under  the  care  or 
custody  of  institutions  at  the  time  of  enumeration  are 
classified  as  "patients  or  inmates"  of  an  institution 
regardless  of  length  of  stay  in  that  place. 
Institutions  Include  homes,  schools,  hospitals,  or  wards 
for  the  physically  or  mentally  handicapped;  hospitals  or 
wards  for  mental,  tubercular,  or  chronic  disease 
patients;  homes  for  unmarried  mothers;  nursing, 
convalescent,  and  rest  homes  for  the  aged  and  dependent; 
orphanages;  and  correctional  institutions;  and 

2.  Other.  This  category  includes  all  persons  living  in 
group  quarters  v^o  are  not  Inmates  of  institutions,  if 
10  or  more  unrelated  persons  share  the  unit.   Persons 
residing  in  certain  other  types  of  living  arrangements 
are  classified  as  living  in  "other"  group  quarters 
regardless  of  the  number  or  relationship  of  people  in 
the  unit.   These  include  persons  residing  in  military 
barracks,  on  ships,  in  college  dormitories,  or  in  soror- 
ity and  fraternity  houses;  patients  in  general  or 
maternity  wards  of  hospitals  who  have  no  usual  residence 
elsewhere;  staff  members  in  institutional  quarters;  emd 
persons  enumerated  in  missions.  Salvation  Army  shelters, 
etc. 

1985       1990        1995      2000 

Inmates  2047       2840        2840      2840 

VA  Hospital  and  Nursing 

Home ,  Sunlanc^,  SFCC 

Women's  Correctional 

Institute,  Cluster  Facility 

other  detention  centers, 

temporary  treatment  facilities, 

convalescent  centers,  Shands 

and  AGH  mental  wards 

Other  Group  Quarters  7523       7500        7500      7500 

Dormitories,  Fraternities 
and  Sororities 

Miscellaneous  Group 
Quarters  35         70  70        70 


TOTALS  9.605      10.410      10.410     10.410 
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